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Abstract
Hess-Taylor, Chantal. Ed.D. The University of Memphis. December 2016. Examining
Educators’ Perceptions of the Use of Time, the Availability of Resources and the Quality
of Parent/Community Relations at Schools with Very Low and Very High Percentages of
Learning Disabled: Charisse Gulosino, Ph.D
The purpose of this study was to determine whether there are differences in how
educators view the use of instructional time, the availability of instructional resources,
and the quality of parent/community relations at schools with very low and very high
percentages of students categorized as learning disabled (LD). Secondary data extracted
from the 2013 administration of the Teaching, Empowering, Leading and Learning
Questionnaire (TELL) were merged with pertinent school demographic information
archived on the Tennessee Department of Education (TDOE) website. Once combined,
these data were subsequently used to identify some 1425 schools with complete
information on all variables of interest, including concurrent percentages of LD students.
Analysis of the frequency distribution of these 1425 percentages enabled the
location of the cut-points marking the lowest and highest deciles and the subsequent
categorization of “very low” schools as those with proportions of LD students at or below
9.38% (n = 143) and “very high” schools as those with proportions of LD students or
above 20.91% (n = 142). For these 285 schools, means were then obtained on the TELL
subsections pertinent to instructional time (seven items), instructional resources (nine
items), and parent/community relations (eight items).
After controlling for the effects of two covariates, multivariate differences were
observed apropos all three outcomes. With respect to time, four of seven item means
favored “low” LD schools. Conversely, eight of the nine item means concerning
resources favored the “high” LD schools. The most consistent and largest between-group
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differences were observed with respect to parent/community relations. However, of the
eight means in this set of items, all favored the “high” LD group, with the strongest
effects observed for item comparisons involving clear, two-way communication (g = .59)
and providing parents/guardians with useful information about student learning (g = .59).
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Introduction
Chapter 1
Emergence of the Problem
Over the last two decades, education has seen the introduction to various federal
and state educational policies, such as No Child Left Behind and Race to the Top
(Bulach, Lunenburg, and Potter, 2016; Sadovnik, O’Day, Bohrnstedt, & Borman, 2008).
These initiatives toward school reform seek to close the achievement gap and improve
the academic outcomes for students who are educated in public schools throughout the
United States. As a result of these policies, there has been an emphasis on the manner in
which the school house functions and the manner in which the stakeholders of the school
interact and perceive it. Due to this focus, the importance of school climate has surfaced
as a pivotal component in fostering positive student outcomes and determining the
effectiveness of a school. According to Dewitt and Slade (2014), the responsibilities of
teaching and learning can be made more difficult or less problematic depending on the
tone of the school climate.
The effects of school climate on the operation and design of the schoolhouse are
profound. From the condition of the building, to the values, norms, and beliefs of the
individuals within the school, school climate plays a major role on how individuals
perceive the school (Green, 2017). According to Lezha (2017), school climate is a broad
expression that communicates the teachers’ opinions of the work atmosphere of the
school; it is influenced by the formal structure of the organization, informal organization,
behaviors of the participants, and the leadership of the organization. Osman (2012)
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reports that numerous features in the school can create a network of support that
empowers members of the school population to function on one accord.
Within the schoolhouses, exists a plethora of entities that combine to create a
functioning organization. A few of the characteristics that make up the school
organization are as follows: the condition of the building and classroom, educational
equipment, communication patterns, scheduling/sequencing inventions, student grouping,
and support services (Green, 2017). The implementation of support services and student
grouping are important factors when educating students with disabilities inside the
school. As a result of the passage of the landmark legislation, Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act, Section 612, State Eligibility, in order for states to be eligible
for federal funds, states and local school districts are required to provide all students with
a free and appropriate public education (FAPE) in the least restrictive environment
(Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act, 2004). As students with
disabilities are receiving services inside the school, they, along with their supports and
resources, communication patterns, and usage of time become a component of the overall
school climate. As a result, there has been a push to eliminate disparities and to
implement responsive interventions to address the academics and the needs of students,
specifically those with disabilities (Horner & Sugai, 2015). Consequently, there is a need
for teachers to implement systematic, innovative interventions to deliver services to those
students with behavioral difficulties that affect the overall climate of the school (Sugai,
O’Keeffee, & Fallon, 2012).
The school’s execution of students’ with disabilities services, places a twofold
focus on the manner in which the use of teachers’ time, resources and supports, and
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parental and community involvement function as a part of the schoolhouse. Not only
does teachers’ use of time, parental involvement, along with, special education services
and its resources impact the overall climate of the school, according to Perna (2015), the
cost of educating students with disabilities is expensive and the school district is required
to cover the costs. Additionally, Pera (2015) states further that, although funds have been
allotted by the federal government to provide services and resources to students with
special needs, these funds are not enough, and it remains a “black box” as far as the types
of support, resources and school inputs that will produce better output/results for the
special education population. Other scholars acknowledge that while more intensive
resources can sometimes increase productivity, they argue that what counts most is how
resources are used, particularly for schools with high numbers or percentages of special
education students. It follows that the development of consensus on the different
combinations of educational inputs that matter most to the welfare of special education
students is the first step in the strategic allocation of resources. There is a need to focus
on how teachers’ use of time and instructional resources, as well as the quality of
parent/community relations, can be used strategically in schools with varying degrees of
special needs.
Statement of the Problem
School climate is the characteristics of the complete environment of the school
building (Owens & Valesky, 2015). It encompasses and affects all aspects of school
functioning, such as, the socioeconomic level of students, facilities, instruction,
communication patterns, traditions, and rituals (Owens & Valesky, 2015). Individuals
inside and outside of the schoolhouse can observe the characteristics of the school
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climate (Green, 2017). According Jaydon (2014), school climate can affect the outcome
of school districts, individual schools, and can determine the results of teachers meeting
central goals, such as, increasing student academic progress and narrowing achievement
gaps, improving high school graduation rates, reducing teacher turnover and increasing
teacher satisfaction, and turning deficient schools into high performing schools.
The manner in which teachers utilize their time contributes to the climate of the
school. Vannest and Parker (2010) stated that time usage is possibly the one best
recognized predictor, across types of schools, classes, student abilities, grade levels, and
content areas, of student outcomes. Due to the many roles of the special education
teacher, the use of time is of major importance. Special educators must delivery a
continuum of instructional services in the settings of self-contained to full inclusion
classes (Vannest, Hagan-Burke, Parker, &Soars 2011; Franz, Vannest, Parker,
Hasbrouck, Dyer, & Davis, 2008). In order for special education teachers to meet the
educational needs of the learning disabled population, they must have sufficient
instructional time during the school day (Morsink & Lenk, 1992). Yet, according to
Vannest et al, (2011) powers beyond the classroom, such as policies, mandates and
priority setting from states, districts, and schools, may regulate the degree to which a
special education teacher actively provides instruction versus delivers indirect support.
Throughout the day, special education teachers’ non-instructional time is utilized in
attending to multiple objectives in order to meet the needs of students with special needs.
Individualized Education Plan (IEP) paperwork, assessments, indirect and direct support
of students and teachers, adaptation of lessons and materials for the general curriculum,
training and working with paraprofessionals, and collaborating with other service
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agencies are examples of the ways in which special education teacher spend their noninstructional time (Vannest & Parker, 2010). Although many of the non-instructional
activities pull the special educator away from providing student instruction, these
activities are services mandated by IDEA. Therefore, it is imperative that the special
education teacher be provided the appropriate balance of instructional time and noninstructional time. Unfortunately, many teachers are not afforded the adequate use of
instructional time, creating a sense of frustration, and further contributing negativity to
the overall school climate (Franz et al., 2008).
Parental and community involvement at the schoolhouse is an important
component to developing and maintaining a positive school climate (Richman, Bowen, &
Woolley, 2004). In 2014, Dewitt and Slade stated that a positive school climate is an
atmosphere in which all people are involved and respected and where students, families,
and teachers work together to cultivate, live, and supply a common school vision.
Schools that foster shared decision-making and good relationships between families
increase family involvement, student engagement, and healthy student development
(Hopson, & Lawson, 2011; DeWitt, & Slade, 2014). Additionally, parental involvement
is critical to student gratification, which is related to the student’s academic and
behavioral success in school (Ziomek-Daigle, Goodman-Scott, Cavin, & Donohue, 2016;
Bui & Rush, 2016). In addition to parental involvement being important to the school
climate, K-12 schools need community support to partner in the process of fostering
students’ healthy growth and the ability to develop socially, emotionally, civically, and
intellectually (Ice, Thapa, &Cohen 2015). As a result of the community being supportive
of the school, an essential foundation for school life and student learning is created.
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Additionally, according to Epstein (2011), school partnerships with small and large
businesses; government organizations; cultural and religious, public, and fraternal
establishments; colleges or universities; and other groups and individuals bring additional
resources, services, and programs to the school.
Schools affording teachers with sufficient access to a broad range of resources
and supports positively contributes to the climate of the school. In 2006, Griffin and
Walter stated that schools with more resources offered a more rigorous curriculum and
placed a stronger emphasis on students attending college than schools with fewer
resources. Additionally, Dewitt and Slade (2014) found that schools that cultivate a
strong positive climate, as a result of, distributing ownership and decision-making tend to
develop resources for addressing issues and the creation of future issues are minimized.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study, using the quantitative research method, is to identify
(a) the potential differences in perception of teachers’ use of time at schools with very
low and very high percentages of students classified as learning disabled, (b) if there are
differences in educators’ opinions regarding the use of instructional time at schools with
very low and very high percentages of students classified as learning disabled, and (c) are
there differences in educators’ perceptions of the quality of parental/community
involvement at schools with very low and very high percentages of students categorized
as learning disabled. Identifying these factors provides data useful for effectuating school
climate.
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Research Questions
Deriving from the general purpose are the three more specific research questions
following:
Research Question 1: Controlling for the effect of student demographic
characteristics related to poverty and ethnicity, are there differences in educators’
perceptions of seven issues concerning the use of instructional time at schools with very
low and very high percentages of students classified as learning disabled?
Research Question 2: Controlling for the effect of student demographic
characteristics related to poverty and ethnicity, are there differences in educators’
perceptions of nine issues concerning the availability of instructional resources at
schools with very low and very high percentages of students classified as learning
disabled?
Research Question 3: Controlling for the effect of student demographic
characteristics related to poverty and ethnicity, are there differences in educators’
perceptions of eight issues concerning the quality of parent/community relations at
schools with very low and very high percentages of students categorized as learning
disabled?
Limitations
1. This study focuses on teachers’ perceptions of school climate and school working
conditions. Although teachers’ perceptions on the use of instructional time, the
availability of instructional resources, and the quality of parent/community
relations at schools are intended to provide less fragmentation and foster more
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coherent special education service provision, these different perceptions may
foster significantly different service provision trade-offs and impacts.
2. This study does not take into consideration actual work conditions, school climate
and school culture.
3. This study focuses on TELL responses from teachers that teach in Tennessee. It is
limited to the responses of participants who participated in TELL survey.
4. This study does not take into consideration teachers from outside of the state of
Tennessee.
Assumptions
1. The teacher participant is knowledgeable of the school’s facilities and resources,
community support and involvement, and instructional practices and support.
2. The responses received from the participating teachers accurately reflect their
professional opinions regarding facilities and resources, community support and
involvement, and instructional practices and support.
3. The teacher participants answered the questions openly and honestly.
4. The survey is a valid assessment of teacher’s perceptions of facilities and resources,
community support and involvement, and instructional practices and support, based
on what the research.
Delimitations
1.

The study is delimited to teachers who educate and serve students in Tennessee
public schools.

2. The study is delimited by the data collection procedure used.

8

3. The study is delimited to studying teacher’s perceptions of facilities and
resources, community support and involvement, and instructional practices in
Tennessee public schools.
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework that will provide an understanding of teachers’ perception
of teachers’ use of instructional time, availability of resources, and the quality of parent/
community involvement is Renato Tagiuri’s Organization Climate of Schools (1968).
According to Tagiuri (1968), the many elements in an organization can be categorized
into four dimensions: ecology, milieu, organization, and culture.
The theory posits that these four dimensions are indicators of a positive school
climate (Dewitt & Slade, 2014). In the schoolhouse, special education is categorized in
the ecology dimension. Ecology refers to physical characteristics of the schoolhouse and
the equipment that is utilized for student instructional purposes (Green, 2017).
Characteristics of special education are consistent with the physiognomies found under
the subtitle pedagogical inventions of ecology (Owens & Valesky, 2015). Characteristics
of the pedagogical inventions include student grouping, instructional techniques, and
testing. Furthermore, Tagiuri (1968) states that the four dimensions are based upon the
perceptions of the individuals who comprise the organization and are a reflection of the
norms, assumptions, and beliefs of that organization.
Features of the four dimensions can be experienced by those inside, and outside, of
the school (Green, 2017). Just as improving teachers learn to adjust instructional time
and resources in response to the needs of special education students, so do schools with
positive and professional cultures reinvent themselves through continuous introspection
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and discussion. Making the most of resources takes into consideration the school
context, students, and existing educational inputs. Finally, Tagiuri’s theory supports the
notion that the strategic allocations of resources (i.e., targeting academic time and
instructional resources) that can accelerate and sustain school improvement are in control
of leaders and teachers.
In determining the level of school climate, Tagiuri’s Theory of Organizational
Climate in Schools is especially important because the elements of teacher’s use of
instructional time, availability of instructional resources, and the quality of parental and
community relations can be applied and embedded in the theory’s four dimensions.
Jones and Shindler (2016) state that the quality of school climate is the sole most
prognostic element in any school’s ability to encourage student achievement. In this
study, the Teaching, Empowering, Leading and Learning (TELL) Survey instrument is
utilized in order to determine the perceptions of learning conditions and student learning
at their schools (TELL, 2013).
Significance of the Study
Through IDEIA, students with learning disabilities receive funding to receive
services and supports in the schoolhouse. As part of the population of the school, these
students affect the climate of the school. As schools are faced with increased initiatives to
improve their climate, it is critical for school administrators and other school officials to
have an awareness of how teachers’ use of time, parental/community involvement, and
resources impact the overall climate of the school. As school leaders make
determinations on the allocation of IDEIA funds, it is important for them to know how
schools with extreme populations utilize teacher’s use of time, resources, and
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community/parental involvement. The findings of this study indicates that there is a
difference in perception of teacher’s use of time, resources, and parental/community
involvement by examining “extreme” groups of schools based on the percentage of
special education population.
A large number of studies have been conducted regarding school climate within
the public schools; however, this body of research examines several factors that
contribute to the climate of schools with extreme populations of students diagnosed as
learning disabled. This study seeks to fill the research gap.
Definitions of Terms
A. Community Support and Involvement - community and parent/guardian
communication and influence in the school (TELL Tennessee, 2013).
B. Facilities and Resources – availability of instructional, technology, office,
communication, and school resources to teachers (TELL Tennessee, 2013).
C. Instructional Practices and Support - data and supports available to teachers to
improve instruction and student learning (TELL Tennessee, 2013).
D. Organizational Climate – a relatively enduring quality of the internal environment
of an organization that (a) is experienced by its members, (b) influences their behavior,
and (c) can be described in terms of the values of a particular set of characteristics
(attributes) of the organization (Tagiuri, 1968).
E. School Climate – school climate is the enduring quality of the school atmosphere that
is experienced by the school’s stakeholders, affects their behavior, and is based on their
shared perception of behavior of the school (Osman, 2012); the characteristics of the total
environment in the school building (Owens & Valesky, 2015).
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F. Parental Involvement – dedication of resources by the parent to the child within a
given domain (Bui & Rush, 2016)
G. Learning Disabled Student – a disorder in one or more of the basic psychological
processes involved in understanding or in using language, spoken or written, which
disorder may manifest itself in the imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write,
spell, or do mathematical calculations (Individuals with Disabilities Education Act,
2004).
H. Student with Disability – is a child with intellectual disability, hearing impairments
(including deafness), speech or language impairments, visual impairments (including
blindness), serious emotional disturbance, orthopedic impairments, autism, traumatic
brain injury, other health impairments, or specific learning disabilities, and those needing
special education services or related services (Hill, 2009).
H. Time - available time to plan, collaborate and provide instruction and barriers to
maximizing time during the school day (TELL, 2013).
Organization of the Study
This study is organized into five chapters. Chapter One is the introduction to the
study. In this chapter is a background of the study, a statement of the problem, purpose of
the study, research questions, significance of the study, limitations, delimitations,
assumptions, theoretical framework, definition of terms, organization of the study, and
the summary.
Chapter Two contains a description of the literature on the following topics:
historical perspective of special education, issues of special education, special education
and the role of school climate, special education and the use of teachers’ instructional
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time, special education and instructional support and resources, special education and
parental/community involvement, positive behavior interventions and supports and
parental/community involvement, school climate, and Tagiuri’s Organizational Climate
of Schools and Special Education.
Chapter Three focuses on the proposed methodology. To analyze the data, the
study provides a description of the data, research instrument, reliability/validity
procedures, and data analysis.
Chapter Four provides an analysis of the data and findings of the study. The
chapter is divided into the following sections: study design, sample of participants and
demographics, and quantitative findings and answers to each of the four research
questions.
Chapter Five includes the following: the discussion and implications of the
findings, the relationship of the study to prior research, implications of limitations,
recommendations for practice, recommendations for future research, and a conclusion.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review

This chapter is divided into the subsequent sections: a) historical perspective of special
education; issues in special education; b) special education and the role of school
climate; c) special education and the use of teacher’s instructional time; d) special
education and instructional support and resources; e) positive behavior interventions
and supports (PBIS) and parent community involvement; f) school climate; and
Tagiuri’s organizational climate of schools and special education.
Historical Perspective of Special Education
Many historians trace the modern special education movement to World War II,
for it was during this conflict that many soldiers with no inherited or childhood diseases
or disabilities became harshly and greatly disabled (Daugherty, 2001). This population of
disabled veterans returned from the war seeking their places in society. This forced the
education, health, and labor systems to seek methods in which this group could be
acclimated into society (Kronenfeld, 1997). According to Kronenfeld (1997), this
acclimation led to the passing of laws that would accommodate this population setting the
foundation for special education in the United States.
Special education in the United States has evolved into a crucial segment of the
American educational system. When the country was first founded, the developing
forefathers did not mention special education in The Constitution nor the Bill of Rights.
However, the due process that accompanies special education is covered by the Fifth and
Fourteenth Amendments, which insures that: “No State shall make or enforce any law
which shall abridge the privileges or amenities of citizens of the United States; nor shall
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any State deprive any person of life, liberty, or property without due process of law; nor
deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws” (Daugherty, p.
1, 2001).
As a result of this coverage by the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments, plaintiffs
have sued in order to gain rights in the education system for children with disabilities that
were not afforded to them before the establishment of the current special education
system. These lawsuits have led to numerous ammendments and the creation of
legislature that govern the education of children with disabilities. Lawsuits and laws, such
as, Public Health Service Act of 1944, (Kronenfeld, 1997), Brown vs. Board of Education
in 1954, (Darity, 2008), The Mental Health Study Act of 1955 (Kronenfeld, 1997),
Mental Retardation Facilities and Community Mental Health Centers Construction Act of
1963 (P.L. 88-164), Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children (PARCI) vs.
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Mills vs. the Board of Education of Columbia of 1973,
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Education for All Handicapped Children
Act of 1975 (Law 94-142), and The American’s with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA)
(Colker, 2013), were amended to provide appropriate services for students in the public
school setting. From 1975 to the early 1990’s, Education for All Handicapped Children
Act of 1975, governed the extent to which students with disabilities would be educated in
the public school setting. During this policy development, supports, resources and
services did not adequately address the needs of children with disabilities and denial of
access to a free public education program and training (Nwokeafor, 2009).
Due to the fact that Congress felt that Education for All Handicapped Children of
1975 did not meet the educational needs of children with disabilities, it was reauthorized
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and renamed in 1990 to Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 1990 (IDEA) P.L.
101-46 (Valentino, 2006). In 1997, President Bill Clinton reauthorized the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act of 1990 (PL 105-17) (Kozub, 1998).
On December 3, 2004, President George W. Bush signed into law the
Reauthorization of Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 2004 (U.S. Department
of Education, 2006). The reauthorization set out to improve on the laws set in place by
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 1997. Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act of 2004 further established requirements for states and local educational
agencies “LEAs” in providing special education and related services to students with
disabilities (U.S. Department of Education, 2004). Individuals with Disabilities
Education Improvement Act of 2004, Section 614, Evaluation, Eligibility Determination,
Individualized Education Programs and Educational Placements outlines the procedures
and guidelines a school system must follow in order to identify a child with a disability
(U.S. Department of Education, 2004).
Issues of Special Education
In the United States, approximately 14 percent of the public school students have
disabilities and receive special education services and supports through the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act of 2004. In the K-12 setting, IDEA provides a plethora
of services, such as: identification, related services, specialized instruction, and transition
services (Bateman & Cline, 2016). The law sets out to ensure that students with
disabilities receive improved educational support and related services. Some schools have
been more successful, when compared to others, in providing special education and
related services to students with disabilities. Despite the efforts of policymakers and
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educators, students with disabilities continue to lag behind their nondisabled peers in
student achievement and postsecondary outcomes. Even though there is an existing
federal mandate, the law is often implemented very differently, depending on the school
system (Raj, 2016; Feng & Sass, 2013). According to Seligmann (2012), IDEIA is a
spending program that offers federal funds to the states that meet the conditions of
identifying, evaluating, and providing special education services to schools across the
country. Special education laws have enabled those with disabilities to make enormous
strides in catching up with their non-disabled peers; however, there is a continued need to
provide quality education to students with disabilities (Lindsey, 2009). Leiter (2012)
cited four major problems with the youth with disabilities: (1) sub-par graduations rates
from high school, (2) poor employment rates upon high school graduation, (3) low
postsecondary enrollment, and (4) an increase in the number of adolescents receiving and
remaining dependent on Social Security. There are many components that affect learning
disabled students’ academic success, such as: curriculum, parental support, the teacher,
funding, community involvement, educational leadership, and learning support systems
(Saman, 2001).
Special education services and supports are mandated to be present in elementary
and secondary public schools in the United States in order to meet federal and state laws
and regulations. Regardless of the implementation of special education, students with
disabilities continue to be unprepared for postsecondary success (Miller-Warren, 2016).
Many educators and politicians, including those from the United States
Department of Education, view the welfare of students with disabilities as an important
social justice issue. In fact, nationally, students with disabilities have the largest
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achievement gaps of any other group of students within the educational system today
(Russo, 2009). Rising standards of educational achievement have resulted in more special
education students falling below the expected norm. At the same time, resource stress
across the full spectrum of education services has become widespread, generating
pressures on the provision of special education and all aspects associated with it. Central
to concerns associated with special education delivery are the relatively isolated and
piecemeal approach to the needs of special education students when a more holistic and
comprehensive focus (i.e., working conditions, climate, culture) might be more effective.
For over a century, the United States has developed laws in an attempt to address
the needs of its citizens who are disabled. According to Rothstein (2014), these laws can
be traced back to 1918, with the passage of the Veteran’s Rehabilitation (Smith-Sears)
Act of 1918. This law was enacted to ensure the rehabilitation of many disabled soldiers
who fought in World War I. Since the passage of the Veteran’s Rehabilitation Act of
1918, the United States has mandated and reauthorized multiple laws that address the
disabled, such as, the Vocational Rehabilitation Act, Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA), the Education for All Handicapped Children of 1975, and Individuals with
Disabilities Education Acts (IDEA). The most current legislation to address students
with disabilities is the IDEA, which was passed in 1997 and reauthorized in 2004. As a
result of the reauthorization of IDEA in 2004, the name changed to Individuals with
Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA). The purpose of IDEIA 2004 was to
provide children with disabilities, from birth to 21, with educational and related services
support.
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Since the reauthorization of the IDEIA 2004, children and youth previously
excluded from public education are now being served. There has been a general
recognition and acceptance of the varied needs and support of children in relation to a
free and appropriate education. While much has been achieved over the past several
decades, challenges remain. Chief among issues to be addressed are strategies to promote
better use of time and resources aimed at fostering more fully integrated learning
experiences and school improvement. All too often, special education resources are
allocated in fragmented and disconnected ways separate from academic planning and
prioritization, with ineffective and inefficient results. Education advocates have called
for approaches that more fully blend resources and services to special education students,
so that schools may achieve a more unified approach to serving special education
students’ needs in the most appropriate setting and support strategic allocation of limited
resources to foster continuous school improvement.
Special Education and the Role of School Climate
According to Bettini, Shillingford, and Joe (2016), in order for the teacher to
effectively implement the necessary interventions, they must have the necessary support.
The level of support is an important factor regarding school climate. Ultimately, the level
of support has an impact on the teacher’s effectiveness and overall working condition,
particularly in terms of school climate and culture. For example, Vasilis, Nikolaraizi, and
Tragoulia (2012) surveyed 20 beginning special education teachers to determine the
influence of school culture. The teachers reported that they experienced many difficulties
with attempting to support students with special needs in the areas of collaboration,
delivering instruction, and the development of their teaching identity. Other similar
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studies report teachers’ perceptions of the factors they experience daily in the delivery of
special education programs and services included workload, caseload, ratio, paperwork,
time, lack of professional development, lack of collaboration with other special education
teachers, testing pressures, commitment to profession, and relationships (Morsink &
Lenk, 1992).
Special Education and the Use of Teachers’ Instructional Time
In 2009, Gill and Hoffman investigated teachers’ decision-making during teacher
shared planning time. This study highlighted the benefits of teachers having shared
planning time. According to Gill and Hoffman (2009), due to teacher’s time to discuss
teaching strategies and best practices, students’ abilities, and curriculum, they became
better teachers. Merritt (2016) stated that the planning phase is where teachers are in
greatest danger of falling prey to over thinking, overworking, and burning out.
According to Aquila (1992), teachers should manage their planning time by establishing
quiet time, delegating tasks, and saying no to activities that are of not good use of time.
An abundant amount of research has been done on the use of teacher’s time. A
consistent conclusion is that effective time use by teachers and students is a reasonable
predictor of student achievement (Franz et al., 2008). Furthermore, when teachers that
are provided with time to participate in collaborative research groups, they are partaking
in the most powerful form of professional development and are highly effective
(Lassonde, Isareal, & Almasi, 2010).
The opportunity to collaborate is cited as the significant feature to fostering
change (Lasson, et al. 2010). Since teacher collaboration leads to professional
development and academic fulfillment, Ostovar-Nameghi and Sheikhahmadi (2016)
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recommend that schools: (a) be organized in ways that increase collaborative
conversations among teachers; (2) design conditions that are beneficial to growth and
development for both teachers and students; (3) strengthen study groups that focus at
making educators reflect on their existing views and practices, in order to change, them
for the better; and (4) transfer from the outdated teacher training classes to teacher study
groups, fellow teacher’s observation of instruction and mentoring.
According to Franz et al. (2008), the research on time within special education
has mainly focused on time on task and student engagement, the pacing of the teacher,
and the opportunity for students to respond within a given time. Special education
teacher’s use of time depends on the teacher’s role and program structure, and may differ
within a program structure (Vannest, 2011). Additionally, factors other than instruction,
such as, discipline, paperwork related to Individuals with Disabilities Education Program
(IEP) and other nonteaching activities may have an impact on the use of a special
education teacher’s use of time.
However, the use of time in the school building is an important component to
effective instruction and is the most consistent predictor of student achievement
(Vannest, et. Al 2011; Franz et al., 2008; Vannest, & Parker, 2010). Teachers confront
multifaceted expectations during instructional days and hours. They teach multiple
subjects or courses daily, review student work, plan lessons to meet the differentiated
needs of diverse learners in their classroom, and collaborate with parents and specialists
on the strategies needed to support each student (Merritt, 2016). Therefore, it is
important that teachers have time to plan, correct tests, collaborate with colleagues and
parents, and provide quality differentiated instruction (Barney & Deutsh, 2012). The use
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of time for the teachers of students with special needs is even more imperative because of
the multi services and programs they provide, such as, separate services and settings for
identified students, separate classes to full time inclusion, inclusive programming, and
student access to the general curriculum and assessments (Vannest et al., 2011).
According to Franz et al. (2008), research supports that the most effective use of the
special education teacher’s time, over the long term, is supporting other teacher and view
consultation models as being effective.
Powers outside of the schoolhouse, such as, regulations, mandates, and priority
setting from states and local school districts, may dictate the amount of time to which a
special educator spends teachings versus time spent delivering indirect support, such as
consultation, co-teaching, and the management of the IEP caseload (Vannest, et al., 2011)
In addition, the special education’s teacher’s use of time may depend on the program
structure, and the skills of the administrator and teacher (Vannest, & Parker,
2010;Vannest et al., 2011).
Teachers’ use of time may be affected by the class size. There is research that
suggests that a reduction in class size is a way to increase student achievement and close
achievement gaps. In 2014, Bosworth posits that when compared to students with high
academic achievement, students who struggle academically benefit more from class
reduction size. In the same study, Bosworth (2014) also found that smaller classes have
smaller academic success rate gaps and that class size reductions may be more beneficial
at closing achievement gaps than improving average achievement. Bettini, et al. (2016)
reports that that when instruction classes are smaller and made up of students of similar
disabilities, special education teachers can potentially foster positive academic outcomes.
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Special Education and Instructional Support and Resources
One of the assumptions of an effective, or high-achieving performing school is
that the school is accountable for providing the overall environment in which
instruction and student achievement can transpire (Purkey & Smith, 1985). A part of
the school environment, school leaders must provide the physical and material factors
of the school, such as, books, computers, video, film, Smartboards, and calculators
(Owens, Valesky, 2015). In order to increase student learning, it is imperative that
proper instructional materials, resources and supports are accessible in the school
environment. Additionally, teachers use resources to help define the scope of their
lessons plans, select methods to present continuous lesson plans for teaching, and
evaluate learning. Regardless of the educational setting, K-12, online, or higher
education, instructors and teachers are faced with the challenge of providing the most
effective teaching strategies.
Although research has shown that instructional resources and supports are vital to
improved working conditions, urban schools perform poorly in providing necessary
resources to teachers and supplies to efficiently manage the classroom environment.
According to Yell, Conroy, Katsiyannis, and Conrow (2016), student outcomes in urban
schools frequently include high rates of poverty, absenteeism, and dropouts. Additionally,
teachers in inner city schools often: (a) feel overwhelmed by the large amount of
problems their students encounter, (b) have less access to instructional resources and
supports, and (c) have to address larger number of students with behavior issues in their
classrooms.
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In the case of special education, greater need for services has been shown for
students with disabilities, particularly for children with more severe disabilities (i.e.,
multiple disorders) or those with greater levels of need, as reflected in the level of
environmental adaptations and substantial resources for services to support instructional
practices. Per student allocation to school on special education includes both the
instructional and related services as well as the costs of site-level program supervision
and/or coordination (Perna, 2015).
Special Education and Parental/Community Involvement
In every K-12 schoolhouse across the United States, there are three components:
the teacher, student, and parents. In order for the school to function, these three entities
must interact and form relationships in order to achieve a common goal. One aspect of
this relationship is parental and family involvement. Parental involvement is vital for
moving the public school systems to greater standards (Machen, Wilson, & Notar, 2005).
Citing the benefits of family involvement, Henderson and Mapp (2002) listed higher
test/grade scores, increased enrollment in classes that are more challenging, increased
pass rate and successful earning of credits, improved attendance, improved behavior, and
an increased level of graduation and enrollment in postsecondary education. Lareau
(1987) cautioned that parent/family involvement is sensitive to social class, because
unequal resources result in unequal opportunity to comply with teacher/school requests
for communication and participation.
Henderson and Mapp (2002) reported that schools successful in engaging families
have in common the following practices: (a) programs that engaged families in
supporting their children’s learning at home are linked to better school performance; (b)
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the continuity of family support and encouragement at home appears to have a protective
effect on their child’s well-being; and (c) parental involvement that is linked to student
learning and developing specific skills has a greater effect on achievement than more
general forms of involvement.
In 2014, Porterfield and Carnes stated that school communication plans should
circulate information, construct supportive, collaborative relationships with stakeholders,
and influence behavior. Porterfield and Carnes (2014) provided five reasons to for a
school to develop a communication plan:
A: A strong communication plan gives the school a good road map;
B: Early messages allow the school to communicate information, such as, the
shared vision and mission;
C: Proactive communication strategies set stakeholders’ expectations;
D: Good planning provides built-in ready checks; and
E: A good communication plan establishes the school’s accountability.
One of the main objectives of the school communicating with parents of special
education students is to foster parental involvement (Toren & Seginer, 2015). As a main
component of IDEA (2014), parents are encouraged to be involved in their child’s
education through decision-making. Through the Individualized Education Program
(IEP) process, parents are part of a team that creates an individualized program for the
student. Parent involvement in education has been proven a predictor of success for
students during school years and post-school years for all students, including students
with special needs (Hirano & Rowe, 2015).

25

Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS) and Parent/Community
Involvement
Oftentimes, students with behavior issues in the school are simply suspended or
expelled from the school. Consequently, when students are suspended, or expelled, for
long periods of time, they are likely to fall behind academically, never return to school,
and/or are more likely to enter the criminal system (Mitchell, 2014; Christofferson &
Callahan, 2015; Ross, 2016; Belser, Shillingford, & Joe, 2016; Samuels, 2016). Amongst
students with disabilities, those with emotional-behavioral conditions are most prone to
experience multiple educational expulsions throughout their educational span (Belser et
al. 2016). For many years, school leaders and the parents of students with disabilities
sought support and resources for children who exhibited behavioral and emotional
problems in the school setting. According to Bal, Kozleski, Schrader, Rodriguez, and
Pelton (2014), many educational leaders found themselves in a bind. While they must
address behavioral issues at the school level, they must also address these behaviors in a
systematic way, while establishing authentic partnerships with students, families and
community members. As an option to the suspension/expulsion cycle, with the
reauthorization of Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 2004, multi-tiered
models were created and implemented in schools across the country. The purpose of
these tiered models is to promote equity by ensuring that all students receive rigorous,
methodical, and research based interventions (Cramer & Bennett, 2015). One such tiered
model is the Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports system (PBIS).
PBIS emphasizes the need to create culturally appropriate environments that meet
the needs of all students (Sugai et al., 2000). Additionally, PBIS is a comprehensive set
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of strategies that originate from the philosophy of applied behavior analysis and
evidence-based practices (Alkahtani, 2013; Putner & Knoster, 2015; Oglmus & Veran,
2016 ). The PBIS method is consistent with essential RtI principles, provides a variety of
supports that are implemented systematically and consistently, and affords behavioral
interventions of increasing strength through three tiers: (a) Tier 1--primary, (b) Tier 2-secondary, and (c) Tier 3--tertiary (Hunter, et al., 2015). The holistic approach of the
multi-tiered system is important for all students. The crux of the PBIS system is that
family involvement in their education can help neutralize/mitigate any negative influence
affecting a child’s education (Alkahtani, 2013; Pinkelman et al., 2015). Cramer and
Bennett (2015) state that schools must routinely involve families in the education of
young adolescents, in addition to school community and business partners. Creating a
collaborative partnership with the family is one of the paramount facets of PBIS. The
formal and informal supports that schools and teachers can offer under PBIS are an
essential part of the instruction and assistance they provide to children with disabilities
and also impacts how support from families and communities is mobilized.
In a similar model of school-family-community integration, Joyce Epstein (2011)
conceptualizes family-school partnerships as overlapping spheres of interpersonal
influence across school, family and community environments (Epstein, et al., 2011) The
more “overlap” between homes-schools-communities the greater likelihood the child will
experience academic success, especially for children with multiple needs.
School Climate
The significance of a positive school climate is the topic of current research.
McGiboney (2016) states that it is not only a crucial element of school reform and
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improvement, but also an essential framework for sustaining first-rate schools and
providing safe schools for all students. Dewitt and Slade (2014) define school climate as
the quality and character of school life. Sweetland (2008) posits that when the classroom
teachers, instructional aides, administrators, and support staff feel that they are a part of a
community that supports them as professionals and as valued individuals, these educators
become more willing and able to offer personal support to students. Instead of a learning
environment where there is isolation, competition, and emotional stress, school personnel
tend to perform better in a in a positive school climate. Within a positive school climate,
professionals think of themselves as capable of, and responsible for, making
interpersonal, instructional, and institutional choices that have a positive impact on
student outcome (Sweetland, 2008).
Tagiuri’s Organizational Climate of Schools and Special Education
One of the assumptions of an effective, or high-achieving performing school is that
the school is accountable for providing the overall environment in which instruction
and student achievement can transpire (Purkey & Smith, 1985). While educational
leaders have little power to change the internal drives and motivational forces of
persons in the organization, they have significant latitude in changing the
organizational environment (Owens & Valesky, 2015).
In 1968, Taguiri classified the components of the school organization into four
dimensions of climate and culture: namely, ecology, milieu, organization, and culture.
Ecology refers to the physical and material resources that are used for the operation of the
school. School milieu refers to the characteristics of the people in the school (student
population characteristics such as special education population and teacher
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characteristics) and the social interactions that take place in a school. Organization
represents the formal and informal structure of the school, as well as the relations among
and between the people and groups, such as communication and shared decision-making
patterns. School culture reflects the norms, values, and beliefs, and behavioral patterns of
the people who are members of the school community.
If we apply Taguiri’s taxonomy to the previously cited research on school climate
and culture, we find that the conditions for the teachers’ use of instructional time, the
availability of instructional resources, and the quality of parental/community relations at
schools cut across several of these dimensions. For example, all of the conditions for
parental/community involvement presuppose certain ecological factors, such as fluid
exchange of useful information and frequent opportunities for face-to-face interaction.
The teachers’ use of instructional time also directly involves the school milieu, as
teachers are expected to be given ample time during the school day to serve the needs of
all students, including students with disabilities. Use of instructional time includes the
total amounts for each regular or special education teacher during the period each student
is present in each classroom, working with other teachers, including non-instructional
time.
Finally, the availability of instructional resources presupposes certain
organizational and cultural factors that encourage a more holistic and comprehensive
services to students, especially for children with multiple needs. For students with
disabilities, segregation and fragmentation of education programs and services are
especially acute. The school is where service delivery to student takes place and it is the
variations in instructional resources at this level that result in any differences in
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educational outcomes for students with disabilities. For instance, Odden and Clune
(1995) cite poor resource distribution and inequality of access to resources as two
possible reasons for the low productivity in schools. In the face of increased demands
and dwindling resources in special education, it is essential that ways be found to channel
resources where they are needed the most.
Anderson (1982) demonstrates that Taguiri’s taxonomy can be used in examining
the enduring quality of the internal environment (i.e., schools with very low and very
high percentages of students categorized as learning disabled) that is experienced by
teachers, and is based on their collective perceptions. According to Hoy et al. (2002)
‘climate’ is an umbrella concept that refers to teachers’ perceptions of the school’s work
environment; it is affected by school organization and practices in the school. Deal and
Kennedy (1982) state that school culture and climate go hand in hand with school
improvement.
The crux of Taguiri’s taxonomy is the technical core of instruction, which
involves the classroom dynamics (teachers and students engaged in subject matter), the
amount of effective learning time for these classroom dynamics, and the effectiveness of
supplemental resources supporting these classroom dynamics. The extent of educational
productivity within the classroom (and school) depends on what happens in this technical
core (referred to as the classroom black box). Similarly, Bryk et al. (2011) describe four
organizational dimensions that directly impact the technical core: professional capacity,
school learning climate, instructional guidance, and parent/community factors. The
parent and community dimension is supported by previous research on family inputs in
academic achievement. The instructional guidance dimension highlights the school-wide
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supports concerning curriculum and instruction. The professional capacity dimension
follows a long line of research that has explored how supportive interactions among
teachers and teachers’ adoption of effective instructional practices are related to student
achievement. The learning climate dimension includes administrator and teacher
perceptions, values and expectations of schools. Each of these dimensions is wellgrounded in prior literature, but they are examined often in isolation of each other. For
example, the fragmentation of services to students with disabilities defies efforts to
coordinate them with the core instructional program. In other words, the dimensions
found in Taguiri’s taxonomy and Bryk’s school improvement studies are intricately
intertwined.
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Chapter 3
Methods

The purpose of this study is to determine whether there are differences in how
educators view the use of instructional time, the availability of instructional resources,
and the quality of parent/community relations at schools with very low and very high
percentages of students categorized as learning disabled (LD). Deriving from this general
purpose are the three more specific research questions following:
Research Question 1: Controlling for the effect of student demographic
characteristics related to poverty and ethnicity, are there differences in educators’
perceptions of seven issues concerning the use of instructional time at schools with very
low and very high percentages of students classified as learning disabled?
Research Question 2: Controlling for the effect of student demographic
characteristics related to poverty and ethnicity, are there differences in educators’
perceptions of nine issues concerning the availability of instructional resources at
schools with very low and very high percentages of students classified as learning
disabled?
Research Question 3: Controlling for the effect of student demographic
characteristics related to poverty and ethnicity, are there differences in educators’
perceptions of eight issues concerning the quality of parent/community relations at
schools with very low and very high percentages of students categorized as learning
disabled?
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The present chapter continues with an explanation of the general methodology
employed in this study—specifically, secondary analysis of an existing set of survey data.
Immediately following is a description of the Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and
Learning (TELL) Questionnaire from which these survey data were derived and a
discussion of that instrument’s psychometric properties. In the next section, an outline is
provided of the conditions under which the secondary data specific to this study were
collected, supplemented by tables that statistically describe the set of Tennessee
educators whose responses constitute the present dataset. Inclusive of a discussion of the
way in which the “control,” independent, and dependent variables have been
operationalized for use in this study, the final section of the chapter provides a statement
of the analytic strategies to be employed in answering the research questions previously
stated.
Overall Methodology
According to Tashakkori and Teddlie (1998), research is usually categorized in
terms of its general methodology, as qualitative, quantitative, experimental, or nonexperimental. When employing a quantitative approach, questionnaires, tests, records,
standardized observation instruments, and existing data bases can serve as appropriate
sources for data (Patton, 1997). Common to the quantitative approach is the utilization of
data from human samples and the placing of that the data in predetermined categories for
statistical analysis, the intended result being an unbiased and objective interpretation of
data (Creswell, 2008).
Drawing upon existing data sources, the researcher approached the three research
questions posed by this study quantitatively and non-experimentally, working in a mode
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of inquiry commonly referred to as “analysis of secondary data” or more simply
“secondary analysis.”
According to Hakim (1982), secondary data analysis may be defined as “further
analysis of an existing data-set which presents interpretations, conclusions, or knowledge
additional to, or different from, those presented in the first report on the data collection
and its results” (p. 1). On this definition, specific uses to which such analyses may be put
include:


Condensed reports (such as social area analysis based on selected social
indicators);



More detailed reports (offering additional detail on the same topic);



Reports which focus on a particular sub-topic (such as unemployment) or
social group (such as ethnic minority);



Reports angled towards a particular policy issue or question;



Analyses based on a conceptual framework or theory not applied to the
original analysis; and



Re-analyses which take advantage of more sophisticated analytical techniques
to test hypotheses and answer questions in a more comprehensive and succinct
manner than in the original report (Hakim, 1982, p. 1).

Given the uses Hakim outlined, the present study would appear to lend itself to
secondary analysis in three respects. First, it focuses on a particular set of “subtopics”
included in the original study—namely, the use of time, the availability of resources, and
parent/community involvement. Second, in merging these perceptual data with Tennessee
Department of Education (TDOE) data pertinent to school demographics, the study
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enables the definition of school subgroups that can be compared and contrasted, while
controlling for other, “confounding” factors that may lead to erroneous conclusions.
Finally, going beyond a simple description of questionnaire outcomes in terms of
frequencies and percentages, as exemplified by the state- district- and school-level TELL
reports that have been published online, the present study applies somewhat “more
sophisticated analytical techniques to . . . answer questions” (Hakim, p. 1) that were
either not fully addressed or were unaddressed previously.
Instrument
Context and History
A review of the literature indicates that a wide variety of measures of the school
environment—whether conceived of under the aegis of “school climate,” “learning
environment” “teacher working conditions,” etc.—are in use. Witcher (1993) reviewed
several of these measures and found that those that resulted in the most reliable
assessments were those that generated information about multiple aspects of the school—
including “an emphasis on academics, an ambience of caring, a motivating curriculum,
professional collegiality, and closeness to parents and community.” According to
Witcher, these most reliable instruments were also easy for respondents to understand,
were appropriate to several levels of schooling and possessed of adequate evidence of
psychometric validity and reliability.
A school climate instrument that is widely thought to meet these requirements is
the Teaching, Empowering, Leading and Learning Questionnaire (TELL). Originally
developed in 2002 by the New Teacher Center (NTC), the instrument made its debut in
North Carolina but since then has been administered across 18 states to nearly 1.5 million
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educators (New Teacher Center, 2016). Currently being implemented in six states and in
three metropolitan school districts, the TELL continues to provide information to both
policymakers and practitioners about the following eight research-based constructs:


Time—Available time to plan, to collaborate, to provide instruction, and to
eliminate barriers in order to maximize instructional time during the school
day;



Facilities and Resources—Availability of instructional, technology, office,
communication, and school resources to teachers;



Community Support and Involvement—Community and parent/guardian
communication and influence in the school;



Managing Student Conduct—Policies and practices to address student conduct
issues and ensure a safe school environment;



Teacher Leadership—Teacher involvement in decisions that impact classroom
and school practices;



School Leadership—The ability of school leadership to create trusting,
supportive environments and address teacher concerns;



Professional Development—Availability and quality of learning opportunities
for educators to enhance their teaching; and



Instructional Practices and Support—Data and support available to teachers to
improve instruction and student learning. (TELL Tennessee Research Brief,
2013).

In addition to information about the aforementioned climate-related constructs,
the TELL also provides some synoptic indicators of the respondents’ level of satisfaction
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with the school as “overall . . . a good place to work and learn” as well as sense of the
respondents’ “immediate professional intentions.” These professional intentions embrace
such choices as to whether the respondent intends to remain at his/her current school, to
transfer to another school or district, or to leave the classroom for another position, either
administrative, non-administrative, or entirely outside of education. Perhaps as a way to
increase the response rate by preserving anonymity, the TELL seeks only a modicum of
demographic information (i.e., total years of teaching experience, number years at the
school, grades served by the respondents’ school).
Informed by the TELL’s precedent use in the legacy Memphis City Schools as an
element of the district’s partnership with the Gates Foundation (2016), the Tennessee
Department of Education (TDOE) subsequently adopted the TELL as its measure of
choice with respect to school climate issues. Although the state has since moved on to a
different instrument with different purposes, the first statewide administration of the
TELL occurred in 2011 and was succeeded by a second statewide administration in 2013.
The data in which the current study are grounded were obtained directly from the New
Teacher Center, were released to University of Memphis faculty and staff, and derive
from the second of the two administrations.
Psychometric Properties of the TELL
Some degree of informal or prima facie evidence of the validity of the TELL
instrument seems inherent in the instrument’s longevity and widespread adoption. This
sort of testimonial evidence aside, however, resources provided on the TELL TN website
not only chart the evolution of the instrument’s “content validity” but also report on
statistical analyses pertinent to the reliability and “structural validity” of the eight
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research-based constructs alluded to previously. As summarized in a Spring 2013
research brief published on the TELL TN website, the items developed for the first
iteration of the instrument originated in one part from a wide-ranging literature review of
research on the role of working conditions on teacher dissatisfaction and teacher mobility
and in another part from School and Staffing Survey data. Over and above these issues of
“content validity,” the same research brief also points to studies done to establish the
instrument’s “structural validity.” Using data taken from 400,000 teachers from 5,000
schools in 12 states, Swanlund (2011) used a combination of factor analysis and “Rasch
measurement modeling” to examine the dimensionality of the instrument. In his
analyses, Swanlund found more constructs (13) than the eight that the instrument
purported to measure. However, Swanlund went on to note that the additional constructs
seemed also to fit comfortably within the eight-construct framework, with the additional
five clusters of items serving to refine four of the original domains. When an early wave
of TELL Tennessee data was analyzed using an approach similar to Swanlund’s, the
analyst identified 10 constructs, with the Facilities and Resources construct and
Instructional Practices and Support construct each splitting into two subsets.
While there appear to be more constructs being measured by the TELL than an
eight-construct description would suggest, the difference does not undermine the
contention that one can draw valid inferences from the instrument. Indeed, what
subsequent analyses seem to indicate is that groups of TELL items do in the main
“measure what they purport to measure” (Popham, 2016) but that more fine-grained
conclusions about rather broad school climate-related topics may be drawn about from
specific groups of TELL items. When the internal consistency reliability of these diverse
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item grouping has been probed, the usual result has been Coefficient Alpha statistics at or
above acceptable levels, with the average being = .83.
Sampling: Individual Level
After the TELL data were obtained from the New Teacher Center, they were
loaded into the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences to obtain a descriptive portrait
of the respondents and their responses. As Table 1 shows, about 44% of the 60,000 plus
sample counted themselves as being from elementary institutions, roughly equal
proportions linked themselves to middle schools (27.5%) and high schools (27.9%), and
less than 1% indicated their connection to some “special” educational site (0.5%). Absent
about 2% of all respondents who did not declare what position they occupied at their
institution, nearly 90% of the respondents remaining indicated that they were teachers
89.1%), about equal numbers listed themselves as either principals (1.8%) or assistant
principals (2.0), and the rest as some “other” education professional. While about 2% of
the respondents also failed to indicate how long they had been an educator, slightly more
than 45% indicated that their careers spanned 10 or fewer years (45.1%), while slightly
fewer than 54% indicated that their careers exceeded 10 years (53.6%). With respect to
school tenure, more than half of the respondents noted that they had been at their current
schools six or fewer years, while a little less than half put their tenure at more than six
years.
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Table 1
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample at the Individual Level (N = 61341)

f

Characteristic

%

School Level
Elementary
High
Middle
Special

24185
15130
15039
279

44.3
27.7
27.5
0.5

Position
Teacher
Principal
Assistant Principal
Other Education Professional
Not Answered

54633
1107
1213
3199
1189

89.1
1.8
2.0
5.2
1.9

Years of Experience
First Year
2-3 Years
4-6 Years
7-10 Years
11-20 Years
20+ years
Not Answered

3552
5698
8051
9782
18412
14471
1375

5.8
9.3
13.1
15.9
30.0
23.6
2.2

Years at the School
First Year
2-3 Years
4-6 Years
7-10 Years
11-20 Years
20+ years
Not Answered

8392
10906
11799
10394
12194
5686
1970

13.7
17.8
19.2
16.9
19.9
9.3
3.2
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Sampling: School Level
When these data were aggregated to the school-level and merged with TDOEsupplied information, some 1425 institutions were found to have non-missing values on
the control, independent and outcome variables projected for use in this study. With
respect to the control variables, TDOE statistics indicated that on average slightly more
than 60% of students qualified for free and reduced lunch (61.7%), while a little more
than one-quarter could be categorized as being non-White (26.6%). As regards the
independent variable, the percentage of LD students at these schools was observed to be
roughly 15% on average (14.6%). Analysis of the frequency distribution of these 1425
percentages enabled the location of the cut-points marking the lowest and highest deciles
and the subsequent categorization of “very low” schools as those with proportions of LD
students at or below 9.38% (n = 143) and “very high” schools as those with proportions
of LD students or above 20.91% (n = 142).
Outcome Variables
Respectively presented in Tables 2, 3 and 4 and divided by school subgroup are
the means and standard deviations for the seven TELL items pertinent to the use of
instructional time, the nine TELL items pertinent to the availability of instructional
resources, and the eight TELL items concerning parent and community involvement. To
provide some indication of the potential differences between the groups, mean-difference
effect sizes are also presented based on the item statistics. However, it is worth noting
that no adjustments have been made for either of the control variables and that any
differences observed may be not be sustained with subjected to more rigorous analyses.
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Table 2
Means, Standard Deviations, and Effect Sizes for TELL “Time” Items by Subgroup

Low LD %
(n = 143)

High LD %
(n = 142)

Total
(N = 285)

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

1. Class sizes are reasonable
such that teachers have the
time available to meet the
needs of all students.

2.76

0.38

2.94

0.38

2.85

0.39

-0.46

2 .Teachers have time
available to collaborate with
colleagues.

2.85

0.37

2.91

0.36

2.88

0.37

-0.16

3. Teachers are allowed to
focus on educating students
with minimal interruptions.

2.87

0.32

2.89

0.32

2.88

0.32

-0.06

4. The non-instructional
time provided for teachers
in my school is sufficient.

2.79

0.37

2.79

0.35

2.79

0.36

-0.01

5. Efforts are made to
minimize the amount of
routine administrative
paperwork teachers are
required to do.

2.74

0.39

2.80

0.34

2.77

0.36

-0.17

6. Teachers have sufficient
instructional time to meet
the needs of all students.

2.79

0.33

2.80

0.27

2.79

0.30

-0.02

7. Teachers are protected
from duties that interfere
with their essential role of
educating students.

2.83

0.36

2.92

0.28

2.88

0.33

-0.28

Time
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Table 3
Means, Standard Deviations, and Effect Sizes for TELL “Resources” Items by Subgroup

Low LD %
(n = 143)

High LD %
(n = 142)

Total
(N = 285)

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

3.13

0.29

3.13

0.28

3.13

0.28

-0.02

3.04

0.39

3.09

0.37

3.07

0.38

-0.13

3. Teachers have access to
reliable communications
technology, including phones,
faxes and email.

3.26

0.30

3.25

0.28

3.26

0.29

0.03

4. Teachers have sufficient
access to office equipment and
supplies such as copy
machines, paper, pens, etc.

3.15

0.35

3.14

0.33

3.15

0.34

0.03

5. Teachers have sufficient
access to a broad range of
3.06
professional support personnel.

0.29

3.09

0.30

3.07

0.29

-0.09

6. The school environment is
clean and well maintained.

3.19

0.40

3.27

0.37

3.23

0.39

-0.20

7. Teachers have adequate
space to work productively.

3.14

0.35

3.24

0.30

3.19

0.33

-0.30

8. The physical environment of
classrooms in this school
3.23
supports teaching and learning.

0.33

3.33

0.27

3.28

0.30

-0.35

9. The reliability and speed of
Internet connections in this
school are sufficient to support
instructional practices.

0.42

3.07

0.35

3.00

0.39

-0.33

Resources

1. Teachers have sufficient
access to appropriate
instructional materials.
2. Teachers have sufficient
access to instructional
technology, including
computers, printers, software
and internet access.

2.94
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Table 4
Means, Standard Deviations, and Effect Sizes for TELL “Involvement” Items by
Subgroup
Low LD %
(n = 143)

High LD %
(n = 142)

Total
(N = 285)

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

2.90

0.38

2.75

0.34

2.83

0.37

0.40

3.22

0.27

3.22

0.27

3.22

0.27

0.03

3.29

0.29

3.28

0.29

3.28

0.29

0.02

4. Teachers provide
parents/guardians with
useful information about
student learning.

3.34

0.22

3.38

0.20

3.36

0.21

-0.22

5. Parents/guardians know
what is going on in this
school.

3.20

0.31

3.21

0.28

3.21

0.30

-0.04

6. Parents/guardians support
teachers, contributing to
their success with students.

2.95

0.35

2.75

0.36

2.85

0.36

0.55

7. Community members
support teachers,
contributing to their success
with students.

3.05

0.27

3.01

0.28

3.03

0.27

0.16

8. The community we serve
is supportive of this school.

3.18

0.31

3.09

0.31

3.14

0.31

0.30

Parent/Community
Involvement
1. Parents/guardians are
influential decision makers
in this school.
2. This school maintains
clear, two-way
communication with
parents/guardians and the
community.
3. This school does a good
job of encouraging
parent/guardian
involvement.
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Proposed Analyses
Multivariate Analysis of Covariance (MANCOVA) will be the analytic strategy
deployed to answer each of the three research questions. In this context, the covariates in
the model will be used to adjust for the potentially confounding influences of student
poverty and ethnicity. As to whether the outcomes considered as “sets” of items
discriminate between groups, Wilks’ lambda will serve as the index of multivariate
significance. To determine whether which, if any, of the twenty-four individual practices
are perceived to be more characteristic of either one or the other groups, the Bonferronicorrected results of multiple t-tests of the covariate-adjusted means will be employed.
Based on the adjusted means and standard errors, revised effect sizes will be computed.
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Chapter Four (SPED High/Low)
Results
As previously stated, the purpose of this study is to determine whether educators
at schools with very low and very high percentages of students categorized as learning
disabled (LD) differ in their perceptions of the use of instructional time, the availability
of instructional resources, and the quality of parent/community relations at their
respective institutions. Deriving from this general purpose are the three more specific
research questions following:
Research Question 1: Controlling for the effect of student demographic
characteristics related to poverty and ethnicity, are there differences in educators’
perceptions of seven issues concerning the use of instructional time at schools with very
low and very high percentages of students classified as learning disabled?
Research Question 2: Controlling for the effect of student demographic
characteristics related to poverty and ethnicity, are there differences in educators’
perceptions of nine issues concerning the availability of instructional resources at
schools with very low and very high percentages of students classified as learning
disabled?
Research Question 3: Controlling for the effect of student demographic
characteristics related to poverty and ethnicity, are there differences in educators’
perceptions of eight issues concerning the quality of parent/community relations at
schools with very low and very high percentages of students categorized as learning
disabled?
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For all three questions, the Multivariate Analysis of Covariance (MANCOVA)
was selected as the analytic procedure of choice given the researcher’s interests in both
respondents’ perceptions about three sets of issues taken as wholes (multivariate effects)
as well as in their perceptions of the individual issues constituting the three sets
(univariate effects). Because of the overlapping and contradictory relationships between
the two covariates (i.e., the percent of students and free and reduced lunch and the
percent of “minority” or “non-white” students) and the independent variable (very low or
very high proportions of LD students), a table of correlations supplements the summary
of the MANCOVA results for each research question. In turn, a brief discussion
accompanies each of the three summaries. Concluding the chapter is a brief synopsis of
what was learned from these analyses:
Research Question 1:
Controlling for the effect of student demographic characteristics related to
poverty and ethnicity, are there differences in educators’ perceptions of seven issues
concerning the use of instructional time at schools with very low and very high
percentages of students classified as learning disabled?
Inspection of the table of correlations indicating the relationships between the
item means for the seven “time” items, the two covariates, and the independent variable
indicates that, as contrasted with the effects of the percentage of LD and economically
disadvantaged students, the percent of minority students exercises a systematically
negative influence on educators’ perceptions of this particular school climate domain. At
schools with high percentages of minority students, educators tend to disagree that


class sizes are reasonable (r = -.235, p < .01);
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teaching interruptions are kept to a minimum (r = -.310, p < .01);



non-instructional time is sufficient (r = -.250, p < .01);



efforts are made to limit paperwork (r = -.285, p < .01);



sufficient time exists to meet student needs (r = -.224, p < .01); and



non-instructional duties are not allowed unduly to compromise instructional
time (r = -.191, p < .01).

While educators at schools with higher percentages of students on free and
reduced lunch also tend to respond negatively when asked about minimalizing
interruptions (r = -.122, p < .05), concerns about the sufficiency and quality of
instructional time seem to be uncharacteristic of schools with higher (categorically coded
as “1) or lower (categorically coded as “0”) proportions of LD students. While there
appears to be no zero-order link between such concerns and “high” LD schools with
respect to five of the seven issues listed, positive associations are observed at “high” LD
schools with respect to reasonable class sizes (r = .228, p < .01), and protection from
distracting non-instructional issues (r = .139 p < .05).
With the effects for the percent of free and reduced lunch students ( = .921, F (7,
275) = 3.39, p < .001, p2 = 0.079) and the percent of minority students ( = .745, F (7,
275) = 13.44, p < .001, p2 = 0.255) controlled, a multivariate effect for “high” or “low”
LD schools emerges ( = .861, F (7, 275) = 6.32, p < .001, p2 = 0.139). However,
inspection of the summary table shows that only one of the seven items evidences a
statistically significant difference in the covariate-adjusted means. While comparisons of
such means are as likely as not to favor one or the other group of schools, educators at
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Table 5
Zero-order Correlations between Means for Instructional Time Items, the Two
Covariates, and the Independent Variable

F/R
Lunch
(%)

Minority
(%)

L/H
LD
(%)

1. Class sizes are reasonable such that
teachers have the time available to meet
the needs of all students.

.102

-.253**

.228**

2 .Teachers have time available to
collaborate with colleagues.

.086

0.017

.078

3. Teachers are allowed to focus on
educating students with minimal
interruptions.

-.122*

-.310**

.031

4. The non-instructional time provided for
teachers in my school is sufficient.

.024

-.250**

.006

5. Efforts are made to minimize the amount
of routine administrative paperwork
teachers are required to do.

-.016

-.285**

.086

6. Teachers have sufficient instructional
time to meet the needs of all students.

-.034

-.224**

.011

7. Teachers are protected from duties that
interfere with their essential role of
educating students.

.039

-.191**

.139*

TELL "Time" Items

*p < .05; **p < .01 (two-tailed).
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Table 6
Summary of Univariate Results for Comparing Seven Instructional Time Item Means
Adjusted for Two Covariates

Low LD %
(n = 143)

High LD %
(n = 142)

Madj

SE

Madj

SE

1. Class sizes are
reasonable such that
teachers have the time
available to meet the needs
of all students.

2.82

0.04

2.88

2 .Teachers have time
available to collaborate
with colleagues.

2.86

0.04

3. Teachers are allowed to
focus on educating students
with minimal interruptions.

2.91

4. The non-instructional
time provided for teachers
in my school is sufficient.

TELL "Time" Items

F

p=

g

0.04

0.95

0.33

-0.13

2.90

0.04

0.55

0.46

-0.08

0.03

2.86

0.03

1.07

0.30

0.14

2.87

0.03

2.70

0.03

9.69

0.00

0.48

5. Efforts are made to
minimize the amount of
routine administrative
paperwork teachers are
required to do.

2.80

0.03

2.74

0.03

1.02

0.31

0.16

6. Teachers have sufficient
instructional time to meet
the needs of all students.

2.84

0.03

2.75

0.03

3.21

0.07

0.25

7. Teachers are protected
from duties that interfere
with their essential role of
educating students.

2.87

0.03

2.89

0.03

0.27

0.61

-0.06
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“low” LD schools are much more inclined to agree that “the non-instructional time
provided for teachers is sufficient” (F(1, 281) = 9.69, p < .001, g = 0.48). Once the
effects of covariates are controlled, previously-noted statistically significant associations
between “high” LD schools and TELL items concerning reasonable class sizes and
protection from non-instructional duties disappear. However, it is worth noting that the
effects observed for these two items and one other denote higher adjusted means for the
schools with greater numbers of LD students.
Research Question 2:
Controlling for the effect of student demographic characteristics related to
poverty and ethnicity, are there differences in educators’ perceptions of nine issues
concerning the availability of instructional resources at schools with very low and very
high percentages of students classified as learning disabled?
Inspection of the table of correlations pertinent to Research Question Two
suggests that schools with higher percentages of economically disadvantaged and
minority students tend generally to feel under-resourced, albeit in somewhat different
respects. For six of the nine TELL items about resources, results were negatively signed
among respondents at schools with higher percentages of students on free and reduced
lunch. Statistically significant negative associations were observed between such schools
and items concerning access to reliable communications technology (r = -.119, p < .05)
and access to office equipment and supplies (r = -.183, p < .01). Likewise, results were
negatively signed for respondents at schools with higher percentages of minority students
for six of the nine items. Of these six, statistical significance was in evidence for the
items concerning sufficient access to office equipment and supplies (r = -.254, p < .01),
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the cleanliness and maintenance of the school environment (r = -.152, p < .05), and the
support for teaching and learning afforded by the physical environment of classrooms (r
= -.144, p < .05).
With slightly greater frequency, educators at “high” LD schools perceived
themselves to be more than adequately resourced with respect to seven of nine concerns.
Of these, statistical significance was observed with respect to having “adequate space to
work productively” (r = .148, p < .05), the extent to which “the physical environment of
classrooms supports teaching and learning (r = .171, p < .01), and the support for
instructional practices afforded by “the reliability and speed of Internet resources in the
school” (r = .166, p < .01).
With the effects for the percent of free and reduced lunch students ( = .943, F (9,
273) = 1.84, p = .061, p2 = 0.057) and the percent of minority students ( = .835, F (9,
273) = 6.00, p < .001, p2 = 0.165) controlled, a multivariate effect for “high” or “low”
LD schools emerges ( = .918, F (9, 273) = 2.72, p =.005, p2 = 0.082). Although all but
one of the nine adjusted-mean comparisons favor “high” LD schools, only a third of them
evidence a statistically significant difference at the conventional alpha level. As
contrasted with educators at “low” LD schools, thus do educators at “high” LD schools
appear more positive about


their “access to a broad range of professional support personnel” (F(1, 281) =
5.72, p = .020, g = -0.31),
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Table 7
Zero-order Correlations between Means for Instructional Resource Items, the Two
Covariates, and the Independent Variable

TELL "Resources" Items

F/R
Lunch
(%)

Minority
(%)

L/H
LD
(%)

1. Teachers have sufficient access to
appropriate instructional materials.

-.062

.015

.009

2. Teachers have sufficient access to
instructional technology, including
computers, printers, software and internet
access.

-.015

-.057

.065

3. Teachers have access to reliable
communications technology, including
phones, faxes and email.

-.119*

-.051

-.013

4. Teachers have sufficient access to office
equipment and supplies such as copy
machines, paper, pens, etc.

-.183**

-.254**

-.017

5. Teachers have sufficient access to a
broad range of professional support
personnel.

-.077

.024

.045

6. The school environment is clean and
well maintained.

-.038

-.152*

.099

7. Teachers have adequate space to work
productively.

.083

-.022

.148*

8. The physical environment of classrooms
in this school supports teaching and
learning.

.007

-.144*

.171**

9. The reliability/speed of Internet
connections in this school are sufficient to
support instructional practices.

.028

-.011

.166**

*p < .05; **p < .01 (two-tailed).
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Table 8
Summary of Univariate Results for Comparing Nine Instructional Resource Item Means
Adjusted for Two Covariates
Low LD %
(n = 143)

High LD %
(n = 142)

Madj

SE

Madj

SE

1. Teachers have sufficient
access to appropriate
instructional materials.

3.10

0.03

3.16

2. Teachers have sufficient
access to instructional
technology.

3.04

0.04

3. Teachers have access to
reliable communications
technology

3.24

4. Teachers have sufficient
access to office equipment
and supplies.

Resources

F

p=

g

0.03

1.52

0.22

-0.17

3.10

0.04

1.13

0.29

-0.13

0.03

3.28

0.03

0.67

0.41

-0.11

3.16

0.03

3.13

0.03

0.38

0.54

0.08

5. Teachers have sufficient
access to a broad range of
professional support
personnel.

3.02

0.03

3.13

0.03

5.72

0.02

-0.31

6. The school environment is
clean and well maintained.

3.20

0.04

3.26

0.04

1.23

0.27

-0.13

7. Teachers have adequate
space to work productively.

3.14

0.03

3.24

0.03

3.82

0.05

-0.28

8. The physical environment
of classrooms in this school
supports teaching/learning.

3.23

0.03

3.33

0.03

4.91

0.03

-0.28

9. The reliability/speed of
Internet connections in this
school are sufficient

2.90

0.04

3.11

0.04

10.78

0.00

-0.44
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the extent to which “the physical environment of classrooms supports teaching
and learning” (F(1, 281) = 4.91, p = .030, g = -0.28), and



the support for instructional practices afforded by “the reliability and speed of
Internet resources in the school” (F(1, 281) = 10.78, p < .001, g = -0.44).

It is also worth noting that an effect size of the same magnitude and favoring
“high” LD schools was observed for the item concerning the adequacy of space to work
productively, but the comparison fell just short of being statistically significant (F(1, 281)
= 3.82, p = .05, g = -0.28). With this item included, the zero-order correlations can be
seen to have mostly presaged the MANCOVA outcomes, the exception being access to
support personnel.
Research Question 3
Controlling for the effect of student demographic characteristics related to
poverty and ethnicity, are there differences in educators’ perceptions of eight issues
concerning the quality of parent/community relations at schools with very low and very
high percentages of students categorized as learning disabled?
Stronger and more frequently observed than for the other two dependent variables
are the zero-order correlations between the covariates and the independent variable and
respondent perceptions of parent/community support and involvement. Robust negative
associations are seen for all eight items and the percent of students on free and reduced
lunch, particularly for the items concerning


the level of influence parents/guardians exercise at the school ” (r = -.586,
p < .01);
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the extent of their support for teachers “contributing to their success with
students” (r = -.586, p < .01); and



the extent of community support for teachers (r = -.586, p < .01).

While only five of the eight correlations are statistically significant,
systematically negative relationships are also observed between educators’ perceptions of
parent/community support and involvement and the percent of minority students at the
school. As with the percent of economically disadvantaged students, parents are not
perceived to be influential decision makers at schools with higher percentages of minority
students (r = -.218, p < .01). Likewise, at these institutions, are deficiencies observed in
the two-way communication between the school and external groups (r = -.143, p < .05).
As a result, parents and community members are perceived not to know what is going on
the school (r = -.171, p < .01) and to be less supportive of the school’s efforts (r = -.125,
p < .05 for parents and r = -.221, p < .01 for community).
Given the robust positive correlation between the percent of students on free and
reduced lunch and the percent of LD students at the school (r = .499, p < .01) , the zeroorder correlations associated with the latter tend directionally to track those seen between
educators’ perceptions of parent/community support and involvement and the percent of
students on free and reduced lunch. Indeed, the very high negative correlations identified
between the free and reduced lunch percentage covariate and the three items singled out
above are likewise seen to be statistically significant for the three for the percent of LD
students: namely
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Table 9
Zero-order Correlations between Means for Parent/Community Support Items, the Two
Covariates, and the Independent Variable

TELL "Support/Involvement" Items

F/R
Lunch
(%)

Minority
(%)

L/H
LD
(%)

1. Parents/guardians are influential
decision makers in this school.

-.586**

-.218**

-.196**

2. This school maintains clear, two-way
communication with parents/guardians
and the community.

-.365**

-.143*

-.014

3. This school does a good job of
encouraging parent/guardian
involvement.

-.292**

-.088

-.012

4. Teachers provide parents/guardians
with useful information about student
learning.

-.195**

-.083

.110

5. Parents/guardians know what is going
on in this school.

-.343**

-.171**

.018

6. Parents/guardians support teachers,
contributing to their success with
students.

-.586**

-.125*

-.267**

7. Community members support teachers,
contributing to their success with
students.

-.297**

-.071

-.082

8. The community we serve is supportive
of this school.

-.427**

-.221**

-.149*

*p < .05; **p < .01 (two-tailed).
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Table 10
Summary of Univariate Results for Comparing Eight Parent/Community Support Item
Means Adjusted for Two Covariates
Low LD %
(n = 143)

High LD %
(n = 142)

Madj

SE

Madj

SE

2.78

0.03

2.87

3.15

0.02

3.22

4. Teachers provide
parents/guardians with
useful information about
student learning.

Parent/Community Support

F

p=

g

0.03

3.07

0.08

-0.25

3.29

0.02

12.69

0.00

-0.59

0.03

3.35

0.03

9.36

0.00

-0.36

3.29

0.02

3.43

0.02

20.74

0.00

-0.59

5. Parents/guardians know
what is going on in this
school.

3.13

0.03

3.29

0.03

13.40

0.00

-0.45

6. Parents/guardians
support teachers,
contributing to their success
with students.

2.82

0.03

2.87

0.03

1.11

0.29

-0.14

7. Community members
support teachers,
contributing to their success
with students.

3.00

0.03

3.07

0.03

2.62

0.11

-0.20

8. The community we serve
is supportive of this school.

3.13

0.03

3.14

0.03

0.05

0.82

-0.03

1. Parents/guardians are
influential decision makers
in this school.
2. This school maintains
clear, two-way
communication with
parents/guardians and the
community.
3. This school does a good
job of encouraging
parent/guardian
involvement.
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the level of influence parents/guardians exercise at the school ” (r = -.196,
p < .01);



the extent of their support for teachers “contributing to their success with
students” (r = -.267, p < .01); and



the extent of community support for teachers (r = -.149, p < .05).

While these correlations suggest that parent and community influence and support
is higher for “low” LD schools and lower for “high” LD schools, the effect is likely
confounded with the effect of the percent of students on free and reduced lunch. Indeed,
when “partial” correlations are computed between the eight parent and community
involvement item means and being a “low” or “high” LD school, with the effect being
removed out being the percent of free and reduced lunch students, all eight correlations
directionally change from negative to positive and those obtained for items one through
five become statistically significant.
With the effects for the percent of free and reduced lunch students ( = .655, F (8,
274) = 18.05, p < .001, p2 = 0.345) and the percent of minority students ( = .868, F (8,
274) = 5.23 p < .001, p2 = 0.132) controlled, a multivariate effect for “high” or “low”
LD schools emerges ( = .898, F (8, 274) = 3.90, p < .001, p2 = 0.102). Inspection of the
summary table shows that all eight covariance-adjusted means are higher for “high” LD
schools, but that only four of the eight are associated with not only statistically significant
differences but also robust effect sizes. These items include those concerning:


clear, two-way communication with parents/guardians and the community
(F(1, 281) = 12.69, p < .001, g = -0.59);
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encouraging parent/guardian involvement (F(1, 281) = 9.36, p < .001, g = 0.36);




(F(1, 281) = 20.74, p < .001, g = -0.59); and, as a consequence,
ensuring that parents/guardians know what is going on in this school (F(1,
281) = 13.40, p < .001, g = -0.45).

These outcomes are largely commensurate with the above-described effects of
simply controlling for the effects of the percent of students on free and reduced lunch.
Summary
After controlling for the effects of two covariates, multivariate differences were
observed in the perceptions of educators at schools with very low and very high
percentages of students categorized as learning disabled (LD) apropos all three outcomes
of interest: namely, the use of instructional time, the availability of instructional
resources, and the quality of parent/community relations. With respect to teachers’ use of
instructional time, four of seven item means favored “low” LD schools and especially
robust effect sizes were observed with respect to the issues of teachers’ allotment of noninstructional time (g = 0.48) and the sufficiency of instructional time for meeting the
needs of all students.(g = .25). Conversely, eight of the nine item means concerning
resources favored the “high” LD schools, with the largest group mean differences
concerning access to professional support personnel (g = 0.31) and the sufficiency of the
schools’ internet connections for supporting instructional practices (g = 0.44). The most
consistent and largest between-group differences were observed with respect to
parental/community relations. However, of the eight means in this set of items, all items
favored the “high” LD group, with the strongest effects observed for item comparisons
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involving clear, two-way communication (g = .59) and providing parents/guardians with
useful information about student learning (g = .59).
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Chapter 5
Discussion, Summary, and Conclusions
Each student has unique educational and service needs. The school is where
service delivery to students takes place and it is the variations in resources, instructional
time and parent/community relations at this level that result in differences in work
environment or organizational climate/culture. In particular, the time that special
education teachers can spend with their students is limited by the hours in a day, the days
in a week and the weeks in a school year. Additionally, the availability of instructional
resources for students with special needs comes at a high cost, and as educational budgets
are limited, the resources in special education settings often require more intensive
services. It is also of interest to understand the level of involvement and support of
parents and community in schools that vary greatly in size and enrollment of special
education students.
The current study aimed to examine teacher perceptions of school climate that
pertain to the use of instructional time, the availability of instructional resources, and the
quality of parent/community relations in their respective schools. This study has divided
the sample schools into two groups: high “LD” schools and low “LD” schools.
According to Taguiri (1968), organizational climate represents enduring features
of the internal environment of an organization and the values that individuals give to the
set of characteristics or attributes. Organizational climate or culture is reflected in
individuals’ perceptions of practices, goals, procedures and behavior in an organization.
The need to examine the culture, climate, and interpersonal relationships in schools that
vary in their special education populations has received little attention from researchers
and practitioners. This study aims to fill this research gap.
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The study is guided by the following research questions:
Research Question 1: Controlling for the effect of student demographic
characteristics related to poverty and ethnicity, are there differences in educators’
perceptions of seven issues concerning the use of instructional time at schools with very
low and very high percentages of students classified as learning disabled?
Research Question 2: Controlling for the effect of student demographic
characteristics related to poverty and ethnicity, are there differences in educators’
perceptions of nine issues concerning the availability of instructional resources at schools
with very low and very high percentages of students classified as learning disabled?
Research Question 3: Controlling for the effect of student demographic
characteristics related to poverty and ethnicity, are there differences in educators’
perceptions of eight issues concerning the quality of parent/community relations at
schools with very low and very high percentages of students categorized as learning
disabled?
Summary of Findings
Research Question 1: (Use of Instructional Time)
The first question examined whether there were differences in educators’
perceptions of seven issues concerning the use of instructional time at schools with very
low and very high percentages of students classified as learning disabled. The results for
MANOVA revealed that five of seven item means favored “low” LD schools, and
especially robust effect sizes were observed with respect to the issues of teachers’
allotment of non-instructional time and the sufficiency of instructional time for meeting
the needs of all students.
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To sum up, the result showed that teachers in low “LD” schools have sufficient
instructional time for meeting the needs of all students. The findings complement
previous work by Taguiri (1968) and Bryk et al. (2011) who claim that general climate
affects the development of both teachers and students in very fundamental ways. Climate
represents how things are done and the way things are in high “LD” schools versus low
“LD” schools. For example, it may well be that teachers in low “LD” schools who
believed that their schools have more instruction time also are placed in work climates
where students learn more and teachers are allowed to make intentional decisions in
allocating instructional time. The teachers’ use of instructional time directly relates to
Taguiri’s notion of ‘milieu’ (the composition of the population of a school), implying that
more time is needed to close the gap between the performance levels of individual
students in high “LD” schools.
In addition, the findings from the first research question are aligned with the
literature by Bettini et al. (2016), who wrote that teachers should have an adequate
amount of time, which is necessary time for implementing interventions for students with
disabilities. The findings are also aligned with the results of the study conducted by
Vasilis et al. (2012), who found after surveying 20 special education teachers that when
attempting to accommodate the learning needs of students with disabilities, they were
challenged with not having enough time for peer collaboration, for the delivery of
instruction as well time to address their workload, paperwork, and testing pressures.
Likewise, the results of the current study are supported by the literature offered by
Marshall (2016), Aquila (1992), and Lassonde et al. (2010), who agree that teachers
should be provided with the effective use of planning time because it is a reasonable
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predictor of student achievement and because time set aside for collaboration among
peers leads to useful professional development and improved student achievement.
Vannest (2011) further noted that for teachers who serve students with disabilities, their
use of time can impact factors other than instruction such as discipline and preparation of
students’ IEPs. Bosworth (2014) and Bettini et al. (2016) also noted that when teachers
have time to plan for smaller classes that include students with similar disabilities,
students experience higher rates of academic success.
Research Question 2 (Availability of Instructional Resources)
The second question examined whether there were differences in educators’
perceptions of nine issues concerning availability of instructional resources at schools
with very low and very high percentages of students classified as learning disabled. The
results for MANOVA indicated that eight of nine item means favored the “high” LD
schools, with the largest group mean differences concerning access to professional
support personnel and the sufficiency of the schools’ Internet connections for supporting
instructional practices.
To sum up, the result showed that teachers in high “LD” schools have sufficient
instructional resources. In the context of the organizational climate of schools,
adequacy of instructional resources is assumed to give teachers a comfortable
atmosphere in which they work. The results support Taguiri’s (1968) ecology
dimension (the physical and material aspects of the environment), implying the appeal
of physical and material resources in fulfilling greater demand on resources in high
“LD” schools. Bryk et al. (2011) also noted that school-wide supports concerning
curriculum and instruction are the material resources provided for staff and teacher to
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optimize their productivity in the work environment. Seen from this perspective, the
adequacy of instructional resources is assumed to provide and maintain, safe, clean, and
creative educational environments that are conducive to serving the needs of high “LD”
schools.
The results of the study are aligned with the literature put forth by Owens and
Valesky (2015), who wrote that technology resources such as computers, video, film,
learning aids, Smart Boards, calculators, and other instructional materials enhance
academic climate and should therefore be provided to teachers and accessible in the
school environment. Owens and Valesky (2015) also asserted that the availability of
resources to teachers aid them in preparing their lesson plans for teaching and
evaluation assessments. However, Yell et al. (2013) added that students from
impoverished backgrounds often have limited access to instructional resources that
support instructional practices. Contrast this with the fact that IDEA itself mandates
programs, with additional services and resources available to help enrich the school
climate of schools that serve a large SPED population.
Research Question 3: (Parental/Community Involvement)
The final question examined whether there were differences in educators’
perceptions of eight issues concerning the quality of parent/community relations at
schools with very low and very high percentages of students classified as learning
disabled. The results for MANOVA demonstrated that all eight covariance-adjusted
means favored “high” LD schools, and with the strongest effects observed for item
comparisons involving clear strongest effects observed for item comparisons involving
clear, two-way communication. To sum up, the result indicated that teachers in “high”
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LD schools perceived their schools as being effective in communicating and supporting
collaboration with parents and the community. This is not surprising since the primary
advocate for special education students are their parents, who are involved into nearly
every aspect of the special education process. Recent studies show that parental
involvement and empowerment in the special education process has been associated with
improvements in school climate/culture (Hernandez & Seem, 2004), which underscores
the importance of partnership between parents and teachers (Gamoran, Turley, Turner, &
Fish, 2010).
The results of this study support Taguiri’s (1968) school culture dimension, that
is, where teachers, students and their families hold similar beliefs, values and meanings.
The significance of high parent and community involvement in high "LD" schools
infuses the school’s and teacher’s position with a great deal of "safety net" of concerned
adults (parents and community members) needed to assure the capacity to address the
overall climate of schools with high numbers of students in special education programs.
The literature on parent and community involvement suggest that this factor is
vital for improving teaching and learning. For example, Henderson and Mapp (2002)
noted that parental involvement improves grades, test scores, attendance, behavior, and
graduation percentages, and enrollment in postsecondary education. Porterfield and
Carnes (2014) further suggested that schools should circulate information, construct
supportive, and collaborative relationships with stakeholders. Toren and Seginer (2015)
also contend that a major objective of schools’ communication with parents of special
education students is to foster parental involvement. Belser et al. (2016) offers further
insight into the challenge of asserting discipline among many students with disabilities.
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According to Belser et al. (2016), schools should seek to involve parents and the
community, especially in cases involving students with disabilities as this populace of
students is more likely to be suspended or expelled, for long periods of time. They are
likely to fall behind academically, never return to school, and/or are more likely to enter
the criminal system. Because the reauthorization of Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act of 2004 supports the use of Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports
System to improve behavior, Cramer and Bennett (2015) suggest involving families,
school communities, and business partners with such interventions. Epstein (2011) adds
that when relationships between homes-schools-communities overlap, students will
experience greater academic success, including those with learning disabilities.
Conclusions
Throughout this study a better understanding of the overall school climate
between high “LD” schools and low “LD” schools and its connection to teacher
perceptions related to instructional time, resources and parent/community relations
is pursued. This study demonstrated systematic differences in teacher perceptions of
school climate/culture (namely, time, resources and parent/community relations) between
high “LD” schools and low “LD” schools. The results imply a need to identify potential
factors at the school level that affect teacher perceptions of school climate, which in turn
could be targeted through school improvement efforts to promote a favorable school
environment.
Implications for Practice
It is essential that educators comprehend the importance school climate in
schools. As a part of IDEIA, students with disabilities are educated in the schoolhouse.
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Therefore, these students will impact the climate of the school. Research reveals that
schools that have strong positive climates, positively affect the outcomes of students. In
contrast, schools with negative weak school climates experience numerous deficiencies.
The findings of this study potentially establish the groundwork for further
investigations into school climate and students with disabilities. The researcher of this
study believes that three aspects found in the four dimensions of Tagiuri’s organization
climate of schools establishes the foundation for schools to ensure a positive school
climate.
Based on the findings, the following recommendations are offered:
1) School leaders and educators should invest in practices that develop and
implement school climates that support teachers use of time.
2) District and school leaders should examine the manners in which resources
and funds are allocated to ensure students and teachers receive adequate
resources in order to positively impact the climate of the school.
3) School leaders and teachers develop internal and external lines of
communication with parents and community stakeholders.
Suggestions for Future Research
The focus of this study is to determine whether there are differences in how
teachers view the use of instructional time, the availability of instructional resources, and
the quality of parent/community participation in schools with very low and very high
percentages of students categorized as learning disabled (LD). The following suggestions
for future research are made to provide a better understanding of the variables:
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1) A more diverse sample from other states would assist in providing more
generalizability to the results of the research.
2) A study on the impact school leadership has on school culture. There are eight
constructs examined in the TELL. This study focused on three: teachers’ use
of time, facilities and resources, and community support and involvement.
3) A study on the influences professional development has on the climate of the
school. This is one of the eight constructs of the TELL.
4) The same inquiries could be presented to educators using qualitative methods
of data collection, such as interviewing, observations, and document analysis.
As a result of utilizing a qualitative study, educators are afforded to the
opportunity to be more expressive and offer responses not offered during a
quantitative study.
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